REMARKS 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7-14, 16-27, 29, 30 and 32-50 remain pending in the application. 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested in light of the following remarks. 

Section 102(e) Rejection : 

The Final Action rejects claims 1-2, 4-5, 7-14, 16-27, 29-30 and 32-50 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Roberts et ah (U.S. Patent 6,560,633) (hereinafter 
"Roberts"). As set forth in more detail below, Applicants respectfully traverse the 
rejection as to the currently pending claims. 

The Roberts reference pertains to a method for creating web services. According 
to Roberts, instead of hand coding a web service, a template may be created that provides 
XML definitions (runtime model) of a web service application. The code for the web 
service application can be generated from the template at runtime. See, e.g., col. 2, lines 
35-62. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 1, Roberts does not 
teach a client accessing a space service according to a schema for the space service, 
wherein the space service is configured to provide functions to manage or access the 
one or more service advertisements in the space, wherein the functions of the space 
service are invoked according to the schema for the space service which specifies 
one or more messages for invoking functions of the space service, and wherein the 
schema specifies messages usable to read advertisements from the space and publish 
advertisements in the space. The Examiner refers to the web services directory of 
Roberts as a space service. However, Roberts describes its web services directory as a 
database of the templates that are used to build the runtime models for web service 
applications (col. 4, lines 46-50; col. 5, lines 43-45). Roberts' web services directory is 
not a space service accessed by a client according to a schema, wherein the schema 
specifies messages usable to read advertisements from the space. Roberts does mention 
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the use of an XML schema (col. 4, lines 12-20). However, Roberts does not describe an 
XML schema that specifies one or more messages for invoking functions of the space 
service including messages usable by a client to read advertisements from the space . 
There is absolutely no teaching whatsoever in Roberts that a client accesses the web 
services directory according to a schema that specifies one or more messages for 
invoking functions of the web services directory. Although Roberts does mention XML 
schemas, Roberts does not teach a schema that specifies messages usable by a client for 
invoking functions of a space service . 

In the "Response to Arguments" section of the Final Action, the Examiner 
responds to this argument by referring to the XML schema in Roberts as described at col. 
4, lines 12-33 and col. 7, lines 1-32. However, all that is describe in these sections of 
Roberts is the use of an XML schema to define data. Neither these sections nor any other 
portion of Roberts teaches a client accessing a space service according to a schema for 
the space service, wherein the schema specifies messages for invoking the functions of 
the space service to manage or access one or more service advertisements in the space to 
read advertisements from the space and publish advertisements in the space. 

Furthermore, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Roberts does not teach a 
client selecting a service advertisement from the space, and the client using the 
information from the selected service advertisement to execute the corresponding 
service. The Examiner refers to the description in Roberts of a requester generating an 
HTTP request to run a "model-based" web service. However, the requester in Roberts 
does not select an advertisement from a space of a space service , wherein the 
advertisement comprises information which is usable to access a corresponding service. 
Nor does the requester in Roberts use the information from the selected service 
advertisement to execute the corresponding service. The runtime models in Roberts are 
not used by clients. Instead, the runtime models are used by the web services engine to 
generate a web service application. 
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In the "Response to Arguments" section of the Final Action, the Examiner 
responds to this argument by quoting the following from Roberts: "When a requestor 
wants to run a WSA, he generates an HTTP request to run a special type of web service 
called a 'model-based 5 web service." "These web services have the responsibility of 
maintaining the runtime models for corresponding to WSA's." However, this portion of 
Roberts only teaches a request to run the model-based web service. Neither this portion 
nor any other portion of Roberts teaches a client selecting a service advertisement from 
the space, and the client using the information from the selected service advertisement to 
execute the corresponding service. There is no client in Roberts that selects a service 
advertisement from a space and then uses information from the selected service 
advertisement to execute the corresponding service. 

In light of the above remarks, Applicants assert that the rejection is not supported 
by the cited art and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. Applicants 
remind the Examiner that anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art reference 
disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention, arranged as in the claim . 
M.P.E.P. § 2131; Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GmbH v. American Hoist & Derrick Co., 
221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The identical invention must be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the claims . M.P.E.P. § 2131; Richardson v. Suzuki 
Motor Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 8, Roberts does not 
teach a client accessing the space service comprises the client searching the one or 
more service advertisements stored in the space. The Examiner refers to col. 4, lines 
12-50, of Roberts. However, neither this portion nor any other portion of Roberts teaches 
a client searching one or more service advertisements stored in a space. Therefore, claim 
8 is further distinguishable over Roberts. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 9, Roberts does not 
teach that each of the one or more service advertisements comprises a URI at which 
the corresponding service may be accessed and a schema which specifies messages 
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usable to invoke functions of the corresponding service. The Examiner refers to col. 
5 5 lines 17-64 and col. 13, line 48, of Roberts. However, neither these portions nor any 
other portion of Roberts teaches service advertisements that comprises a URI at which 
the corresponding service may be accessed and a schema which specifies messages 
usable to invoke functions of the corresponding service. Applicants note that the 
Examiner did not provide any rebuttal of this argument in his "Response to 
Arguments" section of the Final Action. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 12, Roberts does not 
teach generating results in response to the executing the corresponding service for 
the selected service advertisement for the client, and publishing the results in a 
network-addressable location, wherein information usable to access the network- 
addressable location is provided in an advertisement for the network addressable- 
location. The Examiner refers to col. 4, lines 12-50, of Roberts. However, neither this 
portion nor any other portion of Roberts teaches publishing the results in a network- 
addressable location, wherein information usable to access the network-addressable 
location is provided in an advertisement for the network addressable-location. There is 
absolutely no mention at all in Roberts of publishing results generated by a service 
executed by a client. Nor is there any mention in Roberts of an advertisement that 
provides information usable to access the network-addressable location for the results. 
Applicants note that the Examiner did not provide any rebuttal of this argument in 
his "Response to Arguments" section of the Final Action. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 13, Roberts does not 
teach the client sending an instantiation request to the space after the selecting one 
of the service advertisements from the space. The Examiner refers to col. 5, lines 19- 
64, of Roberts. However, neither this portion nor any other portion of Roberts teaches 
client sending an instantiation request to the space after the selecting one of the service 
advertisements from the space. Applicants note that the Examiner did not provide 
any rebuttal of this argument in his "Response to Arguments" section of the Final 
Action. 
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Furthermore, contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 13, 
Roberts does not teach obtaining a lease for the corresponding service for the 
selected service advertisement The Examiner refers to col. 5, lines 19-64, of Roberts. 
However, neither this portion nor any other portion of Roberts contains any mention of 
obtaining a lease for a service. Applicants note that the Examiner did not provide any 
rebuttal of this argument in his "Response to Arguments" section of the Final 
Action. 

Furthermore, contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 13, 
Roberts does not teach sending the lease and the selected service advertisement to 
the client. The Examiner refers to col. 5, lines 19-64, of Roberts. However, neither this 
portion nor any other portion of Roberts contains any mention of sending a lease and a 
selected service advertisement to a client. Applicants note that the Examiner did not 
provide any rebuttal of this argument in his "Response to Arguments" section of the 
Final Action. 

Furthermore, contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 13, 
Roberts does not teach constructing a gate for the client to access the corresponding 
service. The Examiner refers to col. 5, lines 19-64, of Roberts. However, neither this 
portion nor any other portion of Roberts contains any mention of constructing a gate for 
the client to access the corresponding service. Applicants note that the Examiner did 
not provide any rebuttal of this argument in his "Response to Arguments" section of 
the Final Action. 

In regard to claim 14, Applicants assert that the rejection is not supported by the 
cited art for similar reasons as stated above in regard to claim 1 . Furthermore, contrary 
to the Examiner's assertion, Roberts does not teach that a first service is operable to 
send a message according to the schema for the space service to publish a service 
advertisement with the space service , wherein the service advertisement comprises 
information which is usable to access the first service. The web services in Roberts 
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clearly do not send any messages to a space service. There is clearly no teaching in 
Roberts of a service that sends a message to a space service according to the schema for 
the space service to publish a service advertisement for the service that comprises 
information which is usable to access the service. Applicants note that the Examiner 
did not provide any rebuttal of this argument in his "Response to Arguments" 
section of the Final Action. 

In regard to claims 20, 21, 24 and 25, Applicants assert that the rejection is not 
supported by the cited art for similar reasons as stated above in regard to claims 8, 9, 12 
and 13 respectively. 

In regard to claims 26, 33, 34, 37 and 38, Applicants assert that the rejection is not 
supported by the cited art for similar reasons as stated above in regard to claims 1, 8, 9, 
12 and 13 respectively. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 39, Roberts does not 
teach storing a set of information in a space by sending at least one message 
specified in a schema for the space , wherein the schema specifies a plurality of 
messages usable to invoke functions of the space , Roberts describes the templates of 
runtime models in a web services directory. However, the templates of runtime models 
in Roberts are clearly not stored by sending a message specified bv a schema to invoke a 
function of the space. As described above, the XML schemas of Roberts define how 
XML data should be interpreted. The XML schemas in Roberts have absolutely nothing 
to do with specifying messages for invoking functions of a space. Applicants note that 
the Examiner did not specifically address this argument in his "Response to 
Arguments" section of the Final Action. 

Furthermore, contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 39, 
Roberts does not teach a client retrieving the set of information from the space by 
sending at least one of the messages specified in the schema for the space. In 

Roberts, clients do not communicate with a space storing information expressed in a data 
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representation language according to messages specified by a schema. Furthermore, 
clients in Roberts do not retrieve information expressed in a data representation language 
from a space . The HTTP requests referred to in Roberts trigger the operation of Roberts 
web services architecture to perform a runtime generation of a web service application. 
A client in Roberts does not send a message according to a schema to retrieve a set of 
information stored from a space. 

In the "Response to Arguments" section of the Final Action, the Examiner 
partially responds to this argument by quoting the following from Roberts: "web service 
consumers can gain all information about a set of published web services." However, 
Roberts does not teach that web service consumers gain this information bv sending at 
least one of the messages specified in the schema for the space . 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 41, Roberts does not 
teach that the space from which information is retrieved by sending at least one of 
the messages specified in the schema for the space comprises one or more web pages 
which are viewable by a web browser. The Examiner refers to col. 4, lines 12-59, of 
Roberts. However, neither this portion nor any other portion of Roberts contains any 
mention of a space comprising one or more web pages which are viewable by a web 
browser, wherein the space stores information retrievable by sending at least one message 
specified in a schema for the space. 

In regard to claims 43 and 45, Applicants assert that the rejection is not supported 
by the cited art for similar reasons as stated above in regard to claims 39 and 41 
respectively. 

In regard to claims 47 and 49, Applicants assert that the rejection is not supported 
by the cited art for similar reasons as stated above in regard to claims 39 and 41 
respectively. 
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In light of the above remarks, Applicants assert that the rejection is not supported 
by the cited art and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. Applicants 
again remind the Examiner that anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art 
reference disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention, arranged as in 
the claim . M.P.E.P. § 2131; Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GmbH v. American Hoist & 
Derrick Co., 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The identical invention must be 
shown in as complete detail as is contained in the claims . M.P.E.P. § 2131; Richardson v. 
Suzuki Motor Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

Information Disclosure Statement : 

Applicants note that an information disclosure statement with accompanying 
Form PTO-1449 was submitted on October 16, 2003. The initialed and signed Form 
PTO-1449 was returned, however, reference El was not initialed . Applicants request 
the Examiner to carefully consider reference El and return a copy of the signed and 
initialed Form PTO-1449 from this statement. A copy of the previously submitted Form 
PTO-1449 is enclosed for the Examiner's convenience. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants submit the application is in condition for allowance, and notice to that 
effect is respectfully requested. 

If any fees are due, the Commissioner is authorized to charge said fees to 
Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 501505/5181- 
67400/RCK. 

Also enclosed herewith are the following items: 
Return Receipt Postcard 
[~| Petition for Extension of Time 
[~| Notice of Change of Address 

□ Fee Authorization Form authorizing a deposit account debit in the amount of $ 
for fees ( ). 

IE1 Other: Previously submitted Form PTO-1449. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No. 39,255 

ATTORNEY FOR APPLIC ANT(S) 

Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. 

P.O. Box 398 

Austin, TX 78767-0398 

Phone: (512) 853-8850 

Date: February 20. 2004 
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